LN
I ®
¥

- '.:(. .
. D
RIS mfa *

T THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF SALTIMORE COUNTY:

e o ¥
. 1‘#% . N ;;“ St

— . . j,? Id
N - B
PETITIQ.. FOR-ZONING VAE] f? 907

o
R

The undersigned, ’iéﬁal owaer(s) of ths property situate in Baltiinore Cmnt:} and which is

desrribed in the descripticn and plat attached hereto and made a part bereof, hereby Detition for a

Variance from Section _LA409.2 (1) L - -
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of ihe Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimore County; frr the
following reasons: (indicate hardship or practical difficulty)

"The Owner has incurred extreme hardship and expe se in ma..taining

a suitable fence around the subject property as required by Baltimore
County Zoning Ordinances. Following complaints in the Fall of 1&+ ),
the existing fence was removed and approximately 900 lin. feet of

new stockade fencing was installed. At this time, most of this new
fence has been vandalized and repair or replacemen: would again
subject the Owner to substantial costs.”

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, ete.,, upen filing of *his
petition, and further agree to and are to be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of
Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County,

I/We do solemnly declare and affirm,
under the penaltics of perjury, that I/we
are the legal owner(s) of the property
which is the subject of this Petition.

Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s):
COOK UNITE_]L__I_T_\?E._._ ___________________
" (Type or Print Name) (Type or Pring Name)
7 ; g, SRR —
__________________________________________ Byieitlon . M Gl
Signature Signature Vice President
e i i e o e e e S e B S B = T e _.._.....\:'.{ ----------------------------- —MJ-..:..‘:—-—-
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ss Hendrickson, Esq. ______ / A 4878 4777 B N w —
. or | ress// Phone
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fure City and State

Name, address and phon. number of legal owner, con-
tract purchaser or representative to be contacted

—— s e e G T -

imore, MD 21201 e eooen.Robert McCormick
'"éﬁﬁi':ﬁ?{&'{t;{e _______ T Name ¢/o Cook United, Inc
' 16501 Reckside Road
Attorney’s Telephone No.: .301/727-2770_  ________ Maple.lts..,..0H_44137_ __216/475-1000
i . Address 7 Phone No. T
: . .. e . . . 26t-h d
ORDERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Balti.nore County, this L oo Ly
of ‘_"_'___J'_a“gga._l_‘_y_;: _______ , 19.82__ that the subject matter of thie petition be advertised, as

required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in {wo newspapers of general circulation through-
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore County in Room 108, County Office Building in Towsomn, Baltimore

9:30
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RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE BEFORE THE

NW/corner of Wise Ave. & Lynch

;! Rd. - 12th Election Listrict

i Cook United, Inc., - Petitioner

NO. 82-207-A (Icem No, 128) :

DFPUTY ZONING

COMMISSIONER

OF

BALTIMORE COUNTY

.

property is owned in fee by Lynn Holding Company, as settled on March 1,
1982, and not by the petitioner.

Mars Super Market.

-

ject petition was incorrectly advertised as to ownership and, therefore,

DISMISSED.
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Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of property and following presenta
tion of the petitioner's case at the public hearing, testimony by Angelo D'Anna,

President, Maré Super Markets, Inc., revealed that a portion of the subject

This portion is proposed to be occupied by a

presented, it is the opinion of the Deputy Zoning Commissgioner that the sub-

this Ed day of September, 1982, that the herein Petition for Variance:

to waive the screening requirements for the existing parking area is hereby
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Without reviewing the testimony further in detail but based on all testimony

IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County,
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pE11of FOR ZOMING VAKGANCE

TO 'I'Hh ZONING COMMISSIONIR OF BALTIMOLE COUNiY:

The undersigred, le~gal ownar(s) of the property situate in Baitimore Coun.y and which is
destribed in the gdrescrippt%on and plat attached hcreio ard made a part hereof, hereby petition for a

V1rian_ce from Section .?.Q?.'.%-_C_(_}_)_..,_-__-_-__,__-___---_-___-.,.._----__-___; _____________

e
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__.facilities, including_drives.be_screened_“rom aff-site residential.ar________.
-1 titutional premises. . oo ea e mm oo

. * the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimcre County; dor the
following reasons: (indicate hardship or practical difficulty)

"The Owner has incurred extreme hardship and expense in maintaining

a suitable fence around the subject property as required by Baltimore
Countv Zoning Ordinances. Following complaints in the Fall of 1980,
the existing fence was removed and spproximately 900 lin., feet of

new stockade fencing was installed. At this time, most of this new
fence has been vandilized and repair or replacement would again
subject the Owner to substantial costs.,”

Property is to be postea and advertised as prescribed oy Zoning Regulations.

1, ¢ we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, etc., upon filing of this
petitiou and further agree to and are to be hound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of
Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County.

1/We do solemnly declare and affirm,
under the penalties of perjury, that I/we
are the legal owner(s) of the property
which is the subject of this Petition.

Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s): g
e e LOQOK DNITED, INC. - s
(Type or Print Name) (Type VoL’Prin,t Name) _;C:_ :z
__________________________________________ E-Y_:k . .,__1.'.‘:::_-&-) -—— C-J__..A.. i o= . ?g
Signature Signatire ice Presidenpe————e——— s %
LA &

Address LLECTION ;
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e L L T e eSS mam_——— _--._-'/ 'D} e ]
City and State e e §~:
Type ,

Attorney for Petitioner: oo L2 i
Rob_Ross Hendrickson, Esq. ______ ot ¥
X {Type or Print Name) N tat: §
Sauerwein,Boyd,Decker & Levin . _____..{ ... - —
Signature City and State ' i

T

?__“:?_S_E_Il{_}l_:!-_}f_e_{fy__?}_{?9_11 _____________ Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con-
Address tract purchaser or representative to be contacted \
Baltimore, MD 21201 Robert McCormick B
T City and State CTTTTTTTTmTTTITTRT Name C/0 Cook United, Inc.
v 16501 Rockside Road .
Attorney's Teleghone No.: 301/727-5770 .  __._____ Maple Hts,. OH 44137 216/475-1000 ¢
Address Phone No. g

- ¥

ORDERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Baiti~ e County, this ...... eoth  _______ day .

of oo Janvary _________ , 19.82__ that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as

required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspapers of general circulation through-
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore County in Room 108, County Office Building in Towson, Baltimore

County, on the ._.....2581 ______. day of ..Mareh ____ 2 9:30
—AlM

_ o'clock

" ——— A e T ol v -

We, the undersigned, (Petitioners), respectfully request that Cook
United, Inc., the new owners of the Wise Avenue, Lynch Road and Eddlynch
Road Shopping Center, properly screen its off-street parking facilities in
accordance with Section 409.2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
(Required screening for off-strret parking). The property in question,
having previously been owned by Food Fair Stores, Inc., was at iscue in

1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated arch 3, 197J, signed by .Judge

John E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Fond Falr Stores, Inc. was directed to

comply with the screening regulation. It is the feeling of the Petitioners : ;E

° that a deletion of sald screening would not be in the best interests of the : }ﬂ

. commmity and would adversely affect the health, safety, morals and general g :ﬁ

welfare of it. Further, the Petitioners request that reasonable commercial § i

screening be provided. : i

%
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PETITION? FOR ZONING VARRNCE

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONZR OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and wkich is
described in the dascription and plat attacued herelo and made « part hereof, hereby petition for a

Variance from Section .40Q%.2_C(1).._ ..

---10.warve the_ requirement that_all off-straet parking. ...

----facilities, including.drives _be_ screoned-from off-site residential-oF

——--dpstitutional promises, .. oo e

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore Courty, to the Zcning Law ~f Baltimore <Tounty; for the
following reasona: (indicate hardship or practical difficul.y)

"The Owner has incurred extreme hardshkip and expenzfr in maintaining

a suitable fence around the subject property as reaquired Ly Baltimore
County Zoning Ordinances. Following complaints iu the Fall of 1980,
the existing fence was removed and approximately 9N0 lin. feet of

new stockade fencing was installed. At this time, rost of this new
fence has been vandalized aud repair or replacement would again
subject the Own-~ to substantial costs."”

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

L, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, ete., upon filing of this
petition, and further agree to and are to be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of
Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County.

I/We do solemnly declare and affirm,
under the penalties of perjury, that I/we
are the legal owner(s) of the property
which is the subject of this Petition,

Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s):

________ COOK UNITED, INC.
{Type or Pric* Name) (Tyj;e-c;r- 15;/1;}; }anﬁé)"';';: ---------------
— ) - > ———n
e e e e W _lL‘{.__g;__’ _______________
Sipnature Signature Vice President
Adcess TTTTTTTTTTTTTLO 77T (Type or Print Name) |~
________________________________________________________________________________ _nattwer, S |
City and State Signature s WI’."?","-
AL
Attorney fu. Peti‘ioner: J - P
! X k . o Ao
Rob. .Ross_Hendrickson, Esa.. .. __ ;kfg__ *’ o S boeis
(Type or Print Name) Adgress Phone No. . R
Sauerwein,Boyd,Decker & Levin 4 fk - -
Signatere 7777 City and State T e
9 We:t Mulber
................. r Y-EE_I:??}._____-_--__-.. Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con-
Address tract purcmser or representative to be contacted
Baltimore, MD 2 o Robert McCormick
City and State Name ¢/0 COoK United ;" Tac ™~~~

Attorney's Telephone No.: __301/727-577Q

P R e e e e e e

Address Phone No.
ORDERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this _.__26th day
V] SO January , 19_3;3_-, that the subject matter of this pstition ba adveriised, as

required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two news apers of generai circulation through-
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearir%g be had before the Zoni%xg
Commissioner of Baltimore County in Room 108, County Office Building in Towson, Baltimore

1082

County, on the ....___ 28th day of . Mazch =
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We, the undersigned, (Petitioners), respectfully request that Cook

United, Inc., the pew owners of the Wise Avenue, Lynch Road and Eddlynch

'Road Shopping Center, properly screen its off-street parking facilities in

accordance with Section 409,2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations

(Required screening for off-street parking). The property in question,
having previously been owned by Food Fair Stores, Inc., was at 1ssue in

1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated March 3, 1970, signed by Judge

‘Jotn E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Food Fair Stores, Inc. was directed to

* comply with the screening regulation. It is the feeling of the Petitioners
! that a deletion of said screening would not be in the best interests of the
E i

. community and would adversely affect the health, safety, morals and general

%jwelfare of it. Further, the Cetitioners request that reasonable commercial

- sereening be provided.
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RZ: PETITION FCR VARIANCE :  BEFORE THE ZCNING COMMISSICNER

NW corner of Wise Ave, & Luncy
Rd., i2th District

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

*

COOK UNITED, INC,, Petitioner: Case No, 82-207-A

L] .
.

- L3N]
. @

CORDER TO ENTER APPEARANCE

Mr, Commissioner;

Pursuant to the authority contained in Section 524,1 of the Baltimare County
Tharter, | hereby enter my appearance in this proceeding. You are requested to notify
me of any hearing date or dates which may be now or hereafter designated therefor,

and of the passage of any preliminary or final Order in connection therewith,

. < :
/ Z_ﬁ:b o /é\:}i’ Zwvww@%.—i' 1{ e 7,4 \’ELLM-L.«LA;.JA.J 1ol

Peter Max Zimmerman Jg r W, Hessian, lfi

Deputy People's Counsel People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Rm. 223, Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204

494-2188

| HETEBY CERTIFY that on this 15th day of March, 1982, o copy of the
foregoing Crder was mailed to Rob Ross Hendrickson, Esquire, Saverwein, Boyd, Decker

& Leven, 9 W, Mulberry Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, Attorney for Petitioner,

"t 7o T

n W, Hessian, |1}

—

We, the undersigned, (Petitioners), respectfully request that Cook

United, Inc., the new owners of the Wise Avenue, Lynch Road and Eddlynch

Road fhopping Center, properly screen its off-street parking facilities in

accordance with Section 409.2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
(Required screening for off-street parking). The property in question,

having previously been owned by Food Fair Stores, Inc., was at Issue in

o — & e o s, B bt et
P s o tmin- —— | o

1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated March 3, 1970, signed by Judge

John E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Food Fair Stores, Inc. was directed to
.- cemply with the screening regulation. It is the feeling of the Petitioners
i that a deletion of said screening would not be in rthe best interests of the

community and would adversely affect the health, safety, morals and generasl

é;welfare of it. Further, the Petitioners request *hat reasonable commercial

. screening be provided.
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. Name

Address Phone # Date
o b . 3 .
’ Zgz{nnm Q/AZ/QL’ Y9172 *@M/jm‘:ﬁ/ /?/ - /IJ/S.L
7 I LA LI S

i
L

! g 2 < - f
ﬁ%& //// g@ TEIG 2 fet D FPI

792 7 C’lﬂz://ﬁfw&ci/ Mt’? . -t -

b A S, vea) O A

P-40~5)

C O\ Yuy Da, b (o VU 2852075] 0 18>

AR ' IRV U g .

petraa Lonae 22508 Silivnet [ 300 f55
R . e -7

;E : i’Lr&/@[ zi:; Pa l‘/ﬂ_ﬂu 124 2. 75ca rv’?(!/l.[( e JZ?'/ ‘:j'/;/ C”/f‘ <L,
/ 4/4,@ QL é Drana™N TG 1—.92.:«4 P ¢ ﬁ»[ .‘J]//.:;/ Fi_

¢ .

Lo

e § AN Ly

B oy
o A N

S ——

! ” \_// ] ) i y | J— -
it mi ey - 2. ;73{,(,«4’1/ [ 771 \4{;/7%4/,{4’ 5[:’,/,?2 = 25S-2378 ' ‘ . f
! (2 ; .. : 1 ‘ @ - 2 : § -.
| o iy 9 P 1ibs 171 2o ki Tl /e 57 | ! 1,; S
g 5(;7 7’,/ MW{; i £ //% A4 /45%: 24873504 g Hi ;}
b T 2 el Jind Ldd e f K Ty 2943257 § e A

SR, P e it N R I L R et B i T AL L) o @ s . e
R - 3 . . .
ey e T N g e et -

£ A AT AN, ) SR T R ATT ,  T L MRS T T AT ST T 1 3 S 3
T : et SLF i T .
’ P B = .



BRCSRA 5
SRR A
;I:-,f B

1 — = — PR, . oy e e

it | - ——

! . 4 e

1 * Tt

i RIVER . SE v :

i _ P~

. =

| #

]

; .

% f O

: ; —

i -

' o -

1 s ~

i " .

1 ’. N

it Lo e

#,k "% ’ “4\ ﬁf& .. ’ f?'-"‘
S LA A N A N

WA f’?&.?{{f W ‘?ﬂ*m‘ [,

X SN - ’o“ e " 3.-‘1

"% ) ' ,éﬁ%{h&"},{?ﬂf‘ﬁusuoq B i.‘ .? \

; g ~ ELAFESEI SR T 23 .
2 T - en q‘} ¥ige TN

')"’u; }J ”i{ J}"ﬁ oF '\".; R i.'fi,mnn
% ARy : e i PR e T
ety Yy ‘;\ L ey

ZONED DI § 5
\ N

| \
| v
\-

g et

/}
T

_— LN f: ) T

. ZONED DR 5.5 '\ \ ZONED DR 5.6
N

1 (1/1 \\, \\

EXISTING WOOD FENCE \ (|
O BE RMOVED |\

//./\. .
o ;'\\,\

ARCHITECTS » PLANNERS * PRESERVATIONISTS
PLAZA SUITE, ONE INVESTMENT PLACE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

301 - 828 - 6010
CONSULTANTS!:

KANN + AMMON

LI N N

Bl I

EXISTING JOOD FENCE |
"0 B REVOVEDR ,
-~

i
1
¥
!
1

EX1STING WOOD FENCE 900 T

. A}
\ » ’ ) .
O G REMOVED 148 L%

10T PAVING = UALADALE

STORE'

-

4

’ ¥ [l
333

e e

27,450 GROSS -

- . ST _ ' | o L ”E.x.'l‘.l"ani ";'?.;ﬂ"c'l;,,".'f' LT o ' | .
. : - EXISTING WOOD FENCE S o - ~ I.I.l L
r/\ X CNOTSU&EU TO ZONING_ m
. . J' N < ‘ < > t . , ?.. ‘
. B ‘ ﬁf 4 h ‘, : et
- | Existing Zooing -4 B, g :n Z >.
| Parklig Requtred: | - T NG Wk -
~ {'Food Store " £7,450 s.f. at 1/200 e A xX Lz
! : Bank = © . 2,405 s.f, at 1/200 13 o S o Z L O -
oo i e . i, i : _ ) ’ ’ : : E " : .
: TOTAL 457 cars o ' ’ _ Iu o
Parking Provided | 566 |
. (#/0 dotteld spaces} cars o w Lu
i T ‘ Parking Surplus ibﬁ cars o g ‘
- e {(w/o dotted spaces)
l R ,‘/ T A B .
;QISCOUNT_ \” S " PARKING SPACT SIZE 0'-0" x 20" -0" w =
e DICKLWOOD ROAD " : Py —
STORE' e =) -
- 180" X 320" 4 <
| \ ?"—":\
\ | | ZoNED LR 5.5

161,096 GROSS |
-
ZONED BL-CNS'
N . Tra
Froranaferm s REVISIONS:
: RELEASE FOR ZORING
VARTANCE, BALTINORE
-1-
‘ \ 182
e ELPH, - . . P <
s T Fr 3N W e ... ' \, b
Cafy B Gan. 5—— e EN'}!L‘.NCE WIDTH 5{\‘-0"\ | Ei. 22.5%' ;
Tt T e o .——-‘ R —"- s “O“"‘"'" - T —,_—- - - 5.9- R Sl ; " T A J wID'ﬂI l‘!.)' Ol! : & .-)"
_: - Ex.iZ'w e 05" -0" DATE:  {PROJ. NO.! S
'WISE AVENUE - - | | 11/2/31} 81-04
ZONED BL-CNS. - : : ZONED Bl ~CNY | . | CHECK:
A N {_l — l_""t . L - bt A JAA - :
I - . b - : i ‘ - "
' L‘ ' ( | r'—) l—'" ‘ h _ ' : - _. T ‘g“g/ TITLE: :
: | ‘l r— l { "f ! SITE PLAN 7
¥ ’ ‘ | ‘ . 5 . ) .— ‘ | \ ‘SCAL‘E - 111 -[.7.5‘}:._'_(}";= )
v

t . ‘ |

| . " 3 . e S Il R o .

?SITE PLAN SCALE 1 30 o - The iaformation:sh wn on this drawing is ;

} . ‘ taken from a surve: prepared by James 5. DISTR'CT 1 2 DRAWING NO.
Spamer and Acsocia es Job No. 1035 dated

_ ‘ revised H/3/090 0 The Spamer rawing was SP“ 1 :

camended in 1975 fu- the construction of .

a drive~in bank, SHEET ONE QF ONFE 3

0 T Z €,
‘—” — A4 1 It ot & i
T e bl D e

AL MR
Ty

@
LA
1

Ledbls

Ea

S i S AR

e N ERLTT S A G




EXISTING ¥OOD FENCE

': S \(\/\ _' (NmsJ&xEC( TO zmm%"

REQYIREMENTS

27644

B.&.E Fols

ZONED BL-CNSi

- \‘\ /\ s \\‘
Y . N
’/ i \\ ? !; CER,
-~ _ oo\
ZONED Dt 5.5 TONED It 5.5
A \
(\‘) \'/ . .
\ ‘\

B \

V)

EXISTING WOOD FENCE

AT -~ EXISTING WOOU FENCE v
. : o s - o ey e . o -1 i3 i
TMPAITRG LOT PAVING - 4ACAD, 0 g REMOVED |
face I :
STORE:
27,450 GROSS -
-Ex;Tr‘n‘ ‘;‘!.:F:ﬁa‘a;r-m:h.‘a. wrt s e A e ew

7ONED DR 5.3

—

o
PR

" 7
b —/{,’/_‘,‘ ,;-f;_/}(’ \ —
.""’:/'\ ) y

T / '\f ﬂ.lj/‘

-“9,(%{ %XIST:;Q,L@TﬂhAVLNG - MACADAN

. L . R
o - 1
1

COOKS \

. —— A ———— .

DISCOUNT

DIEHLWOOD ROAD

180" X 320°

ZONED DR 5.5

61,006 GROSS

ZONED BL~-CNS
ZONFD BL-CNS.

Ex. Transformarn_

e e Y S

H
R

1 r

t‘ PO S " a S . 5
- " P ‘-hh-.-.---.-ﬁ‘ A —

r .aa [y . f'] Q -"‘:‘ .."-hq..‘_h, . T T - a - .

k P a / , #k _“’, L A T -

<
h] e r A

Ex F';i

vhe Ex . r W,

- . . * N b 5;"— N NU+ FIH'
e B R Sam. S.=— e 0 EH%MNCE , WI]}I_'H 50 ‘afO'_:i E El, 22,03’

W0 .‘ %
wWh
--—’-*--‘Pﬂ'—'—-— —-----o-.—-_——-— —0——-—-—-.-—-—-———-—-—--"—— —-—S_D- " o m—— cm— ieeas e W s ew v g wm .‘_ __“ , '-'— "
B —Ex. 2w }:{mma & WIDTH 55'-0

WISE AVENUE -

-— -

ZONED BL-CNS : ZONED BL-CKS

R - [ ' (i

-k
x
n
7
o
L]
o
.

SITE  PLAN | SCALE :

o 1 < £ k4 < 8 3 8 -} o1 11 el

o~
-
-
2
»
®
®
©
0
L
~
Y
et
<

I L g e L L

£
e
e

i i
TN

i

«.__h_“n

> '.RrE: ?{:l-g-(f"* Ly

'VICINITY: PLAN:

"LEGEND: . ¢ °

sl

£

Egis'};gk gonmg —- B.L.

1é§fglh§-ﬁé§h$}eé: | o |

Food Store 27,150 s.f. at 1/200 138
Cooks Store 61,006 s.f. at 1/200 308
Bauk . 2,405 s.f. at 1/200 13
TOTAL 457 cars

* Parking Provided o 568 cars
{w/o doited spaces)

. Parking Surplus 109 cars
{w/o dotted spaces)

 PAREING SDACE STZETD'-0" x 20'-d"

-

PLAT FOR ZONING VARIANCE

Feararra ¥4,

''''''

-,
)
s

L = e Y e - B - e b - — s - - SRt
r —_— - = = == =TT (AT — — — - 1
E ; g’ 3 o j T ) /,G"-'""-""
' ; . - e g Iﬁ! T BaK Ganved o sE T
: G i w5 * TRV WDk Lo
: LASTPOEMY : ' e,
; e - BOP Cim s
‘ - A e
l‘ - o SR Sy, .
: " . o e e ;lill
y S
i s e k"‘*-:.. U
| e Z
]

/NO "SCALE

- Tue inforrmation shown on this drawing is
! taken from a survey prepared by james S, _ DISTRICT 12

, wpamer and Assoclates Job No, 1055 dated

c orevised 3747390 The Spamer drawing was
apended in 1975 fer the consiruction of
4 drive-~in bank.

+
1
i
;

o
X
&
o
&

KZNN + AMMON

.
F ﬂ"éfz‘bx

PLANNERS * PRESERVATIONISTS

PLAZA SUWTE, ONE INVESTMENT PLACE
MARYLAND 21204

ARCHITECTS -
301 - 828 - 6010
- CONSULTANTS!

TOWSON,

- g

4

e wu A g

s

2
o
=y
fe w e

[ R e

¥

, _‘
» L o
. wpee w o o . S
N . - . ] N L

WISE AVE

bl sl
. [

-

MARYLAND. @

i . N T

-

s

.

. BALTIMORE COUNTY:

~

DISCOUNT STORE

REVISIONS:

RELEASE FOR ZONING '
VARIANCE, BALTIMORE +
COUNTY ' '

\"1-82

§

DATE: PROJ. NO.:
11/2/81§1 81=-04

DRAWN: CHECK:
JAA- '

TITLE: |
e e e T A

S1TE PLAN T T
SCALE § 1" = 50'-0";

DRAWING NO.

SP-1

SHEEY ONE OF ONE N

——




We, the undersigned, {Fetitiﬂners), respectfully regunest that Cook

! United, Inc., tae tew owners of the Wise Avenue, Ly.uch Road and Eddlynch

Road Shopping Center, properly screcn its off-street parking facilities in

accordance with Section 409.2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations

(Required screening for off-street parking). The proper.y 1. question,

having previously been owned by Food Fair Stores, Inu., was at sue in

1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated March 3, 1970, sigred by Judge

i John E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Food Fair Stores, Inc. was directed to

comply with the screening regulaticn. It is the feeling of the Petitioners

!

that a deletion of sald screening would not be in the best interests of the

community and would adversely affect the health, safety, morals and general

welfare of it. Further, the Petitioners request that reasonable commercial

, screening be provided,
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Willium E. Hummond
Date_____March 10, 1982 ____

In view of the petitioner's claims of vandalism and of the apparent
back history of problems here, this ofiice will not offer a comment
on the subject matter,

TiromanEisbes o

Norman E, Gerber, Director
Office of Planning and Zoning
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screening be provided.

Name

We, tﬁe undersigned, (Petitioners), respectfully request that Cock
United, Inc., the new owners of the Wise Avenue, Lyuch Road and Eddlynch
!Road Shopping Center, properly screen its off-street parking facilities in
accordance with Section 409.2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
I(Required screening for off-street parking).
having previously been owned by Food Fair Stores, Inc., was at issue in
1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated March 3, 1970, signed Ly Judge
John E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Food Fair Stores, Inc, was directed to
zomply with the screening regulation.
that a deletfion of said screening would not be in the best interests of the
» "ommunity and would adversely affect the health, safety, morals and general

! welfare of At.. Further, the Petitioners request that reasonable commercial

Address

i/} 1z %JL 9/7 Baeer Wi X34 ‘;/Aa g/../f(/ ASS-7247  3)20/5%

The property iun question,

It 15 the feeling of the Petitiorners

.

rhone #
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BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING

- County Office Building ,

Your P_etx‘ dn ha.s been rece:ved and accepted for ﬁlmg thlB

193&

: of me

111 W. Chesapeake Avenue R N
Towson, Ma.ryland 21204 o RS

2%

WILLIAM E.  HAMMOND -
Zoning Cpmmissiorier :

< Commodari -
_.Chairman, Zoning Plans."_
Adwsory Comttee

COUNTY

.'
'fghaving previously been owned ty Food Fair Stores, Iuc., was at lssue in
I

We, the undersigned, (Petitioners}, respectfully request that Cook

| United, Inc., the new owners of the Wise Avenue, Lynch Road and Eddlynch
j
R

oad Shopping Center, , rrperiy screen 1ts off-gtreet rarking facilities in

I accordance wiih Sectira 409.2C(1) of the Baltimore County Zouing Regulationa
|

|
|
!
i
I

(Required screening for off-street pariing). Tne propert; im question,

}
;1969 and 1970, resulting in a Decree dated March 3, 1970, signed by Judge

John E. Raine, Jr., wherein the said Food Fair Storez, Inc. was directed to

‘comply witl 'he screening regulation,

It is the feeling of the Petitioners

l coomunity and would adversely affect the health,

that a deletion of said screening would not be in the best interests of tha

safety, morals and general

iwelfare of 1t., Further, the Petitioners request that reasonable commercial

screening be provided.

' Name Address Phone # Date
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BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS ADVISORY

QFFICE BLUDG.
111 W. Chesa-2ake Ave.

Towson, Maryland

Nicholas

Bureau of
Engineering

State Roads Commission

Bureau of

“+Department of
Traffic Engineering

q.oJurmoudr

Fire Lrevention

Health Department
Preject Planning
Building Department
Board of Education
Zoning Administration

industrial
Development

N

o PR i vt i e

COMMITTEE

March 11, 1982

Roh Ross Hendrickson, Esquire
Sauerwein, Boyd, Decker & Levin
9 West Mulberry Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

21204

RE: Item No. 128
Petitioner - Cock United, Inc.
Variance Petition

Dear Mr. Hendricksons

The Zoning Plans Advisory Committee has reviewed the plans
submitted with the above referenced petition. The following comments
are not intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action
requested, but to agenra that all parties are made aware of plana or
problems with regard to the development plans that may have a bea.rn:xg
on this casc. The Director of Planning may file a written report with
the Zoning Commissioner with recommendations as to tne suitability of
the requested zoning.

In view of your client's proposal to waive the screening require-
pents for his existing parking area, this variance is required. If
the request is granted, screening would not be required along Eddlynch
Drive, Lynch Road and the northeast property lines that abut the
dwellirngs located at the southwest corner of these two roads.

dnclosed are all comments submitted from the members of the
Committee at this time that offer or request information on your
petition. If similar comments from the remaining members are received,
I will forward them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is not
informative will bte placcd in the hearing file. This petit@or} was
accepted for filing on the date of the enclosed filing certificate
and a hearing scheduled accordingly.

VTery truly yours,

Doheloe /!7 smadate, f
NICHOLAS B. COMMODART, Chairman
Zoning Plans Advisory Committee
NBC:bsc
Enclosures
cet:  Mr. Robert McCormick
€/0 Cock United, Inc.
165C1 Rockside Road
Maple Heights, Ohio L4137

Karn & Ammon, Inc,
One Investment Place
Towson, Md. 21204

e L I B ) mmw‘ ?‘- e B e St -\—vm,aw»,_m,,-uw;s-;,wwg LRI

BALTIMORE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

HARXY j PISTEL P E
DIRECTCR

Febrvary 11, 1982

Mr, William £. Hammond
Zoning Comuissicner

County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Item #128 (1981-1982)

‘ Property Owner: Cook United, Incorporated
: N/W corner Wise Avenue and Lynch Road
Acres: District: 12th

Dear Mr. Hammond:

The following comments are
office for review by the Zoning
item.

furnished in regard to the ,:lat fubmitted to this
Advisory Committee in cormection with the subject

General:
—_—t

Baltimore County highway and utility improvements exist and are not directly
involvad in regard to this bProperty.

This office has no further commen

. t in regard to the plan submitted for Zonin
Advisory Committee review in connectio 9

n with this Item 128 {1981-1982}).

Very truly yours,

] 7, %z -,/’l,/\

e
ROBERT A. MO «Eo., Chief
Bureau of Public Services

RAM: EAM: FWli:ss

cc: Jack Wimbley
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f BALTIMORE COUNTY BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING
% OFFICE OF PLANNNG AND - BALTIMORE CA INTY BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
494-3711 INTER-OFFICE. CORRESPONDENCE FIRE DEPARTMENT
3 TOWSON MARYLAND 21204 ¢
: NORMAN E. GERGER 7310 INTER-OFFICE CORRESP
% DIRECTOR William E. Hammond, Zoning Commissicner 825-7310 rieE <@ ONDENCE .
‘.1 f ] \
TO...QLffice of Plapning and Zoning __ Date_____.. Degcember 26, 1982 ______ Eﬁt'.lFLFH REINCKE February 24, 1982 Nick Commodari February 26, 1982 :
. o :
M h 1, 1982 FROM____.__]—-?&_-I-__FQ}‘I‘__E_B_E ______________ T e e Date__________ = -~ ’_ _____________
arch 1, Nr. William Hammand oM Ted Burnham
SUBJECT...Zoning Variance Ttems -oning Conmissioner O e i Kivisony Comitias |
Offi?e of Planning and Zoning 522;?5 Ad;iiorzagomrznéttigaz
galu‘nore County Office Building SUBJECT....222108 OFf Japuary <oy 270< z
Mr. William H . o Cwsan, Maryland 21204
L Zo;in A:visoqmgo'o ;i’iﬂzomng Commissioner The Ba.l?imore County Department of Health has reviewed
A - 9 jand Y Zee. the following zoning variance items, and has no specific comments Attention: Nick Cammodari, Chairman IT=M NO. #126 See C t
,,. i‘ |.ce o anning and on!ng. regarding same: Zan..ng Plans Advisory Committee o * ee Loments
e Baltimore County Office Building ™ N
3 Towson, Maryland 21204 Iter #118 - Pasquale Eruno RE: Property Owner: (gok Un-ted, Incorporated Trm K. 127 See Goments
; . . y Arm r’o. 2 S 1L
Dear Mr. Hammond: Iten #120 - Burn Allen Stephenson . Location: NW corner Wise Averue and Lynch Road . 0. 128 tandard Comments :
| Ttem #126 - Ciarence and Trens Hofieal Ttem No. - romi _ . : ITEM NO. 129 Standard Comments
Comments on Item #128, Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting, Janury 26, 1982, are as follows: o ( 128 oring Agenda:  Meeting of January 26, 1982 ) £
Item #127 - Roy L. Ckiavacei, et al N Centlemen: TS HO. 30 See Gomments
Property Owner: Cook United, Incorporated :
; i 'l L, S C
Locations NW/comer Wise Avenue and Lynch Road /Item #128 - Cock United, Incorporated Pursuant to ,our -egquast, the referenced property has been surveyed by this TS %0, 131 ee Lomments
District: 12th Bureau and the comments below marked with an "X" are applicable and reguired = 1 e
Item #129 - Richard S. aund Nancy D. Frank te be corrected or incorpcrated into the final plans for the property.q T N0, 132 See Comments
This Ofﬁ-ci hc; ;EVIG-WE(.ZI the subject pen_ﬂon and offers the.foll.owing c.ommenis. These comments Item #131 - Harwood Realty Corp. f )} 1. Fire hydrants for the referenced property are required and shall be TR RO, 133 Stendard Coments
are not intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning in question, L * are to assure that located at intervals or feet alorg an approved rvad in
all p.arhes are made aware of plans or problems with regard to development plans that may have a Item #137 - Turnpike Associates accordance with Baltimore County Standards as publisied by the ~
bearing on this petition, Department of Public Works. /Z’%" 4{7 (l'? Z Lir.‘/‘r‘\-}/g"lr\-
Cad P
This petition meets the requirements of the Division of Current Planning and Development (2 A secondnmeant " vehicle access s requised for the site. gid . R im Chief
. ans Review e
. ~ { } 3. The vehicle dead end condition shown at
. Very truly yours,
| ! . . l ' EXCEEDS the maximum allowed by the Fire Department.,
. ) ) 75 « The site shall be made to comply with all applicable ts of th
John L, Wimbley 7 lan J. Forr. ./ Director Fire Prcveation Code pri ) nming Of Ooeratic
) brior to occupancy or heginning of o ion.
Planner i1 BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES ginning of operation .
" Current Plcmning and Developrnenf { ) 5. The builc.ungs and structures existing or proposed on the site shall
camply m‘t.h all applicable requirements of the National Fire Protection
Association Standard No. 101 "Life Safety Code", 1'76 Edition prior
to occupancy.
- JIW:rh i
. | { ) 6. Site plans are approved, as drawn,
rri/

BALIIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS |

Towson, Maryland — 21204

Robert Y. Dubet, Superintendent

- Date: January 22, 1982

Mr., William E. Hammond
Zoning Ccmmissioner
Baltimore County Office Building
1111 West Chesapeake Avenue - . - .
Towson, Maryland 21204 = - : L

..

ZAC Iﬂeeting of:.

- LEA) R )

k Januér;f 26, 1982

R AR SV e W TR LR e e T
7 RE:’ Item No:f:126,°127, 18,7129, 130, 131,.132, 133 - ©°
..+ Property Owner: ~ i-ieonacioh Sy U el
.. - Llocation: ©’ : L N R
z " Present Zoning: .. . - ST : -

 Proposed Zoning:

District:-
‘Ro. Acres:

Dear Mr. Hammond : L e
B A1l of the :a'b'o{rg“hav_e ‘no ‘adverse effect on student population.

- .
.—~ - . R - - R . . _ ,

AL - Very truly yours

M Dct fr

R . L' Wm. Nick Petrovich, Assistant

... Department of Plauning

e G e Yo

YA A T IR AT, TR B LA VI T PN R e g BT B T R SRR o W BT m Y e A i

Special Inspection Division

/mb

9183\ DALTIMORE COUNTY
2350 ") OFVICE OF PLANNING & ZONING

i
b

<21/ TOWSON, MARYLANC 21204 March 17, 1982

U 404-3353

WIRLAM E. HAMMOND
ZONING COMMISSIONER

Kob Rosa Hendrickson, Esquire
Sauserwein, Boyd, Decker k Levin
? West Mulberry Street
Baltimore, MD 21201}

RE Petidon for Varlanca
NW/cor, of Wise Ave. & Lynch Rd.
Cook Laited, Inc, » Petitioner

Case $82.207-A

Dear Mr, Hendrickson;

This is to advise you that ¢42_ 50 is due for wdveiiising and

posting of the above property.

Please make check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland, and remit to
Karen Riegel, Room 113, County Cifice Building, Towson, Maryland 21204
before the hearing.

e 2/
. BT

WILLIAM E., HAMSOKD
Zoning Commisaioner

WEH:Klr

~

O
Rob Rors Hendrickson, Easquire
Saverwcin, Boyd, Decksr b Levin
9 Went Mulbsrry Street

maithviore, MMarylasd 21201 Feorvary 24, 1982
NOTICE OFP HEARING
RE: 1o for Varlance

A ars fWiso Ave, & Lyxh B,

Cook Uritad, Inc. - Petitioner
Cabu $bdvdiuT-n

'—-—ﬂ%-u
- FEEEC ]

Tatreday, March 258, 1732

PLACE: ROOM_10( COUNTY QP¥Yr® ®nTrnTms  31] W, CHESAPRAXE AVENVE,

TOWSON, MARYLAND

Robert MceCormick
c/o Cook United, Irc.
16501 Rockside Road
Maple Heighta, Chlo

ccy

44137

¥XX) 7. The Fire Prevention Bureau has no camments, at this time,
f
] NOted a.nd 1 &f -y /’-“"? A g
REVIEWFR ‘1,1 ?gggz f7 Approved: SLLTGL T, /ff?’;m’:&”
Planping Graup Fire Prevéntion Bureau "

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Williem E. Hommond

e e e o e e e T -

In view ot the petitioner's claims of vondalism and of the opparent
back history of problems here, this office will not offer a comment
on the subject matter.

e e

ST, W T T T

Norman E, Gerber, Director
Office of Planning and Zoning
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B , PETITION FOR VARIANCE P/*YITION FOR VARIANCE % 4
= 2y K P . . ¢ .- .
i ot |
3 Q‘) A 12th DISTRICT 12th DISTRICT
é ) ﬁ{r LAW OFFICES . . . . .
5 1’1"@ 5. COORMAY BOYD, JR. SAUERWEIN, BoyDp, DECKER & LEVIN J0SHUA W MILES ZONING: Petition for Variance ZONING: Petition for Variance
B HENRY M. DECKER, JR. STREET - '
§ FRANEUM . BEWSON, 0 ; L:Ts;:eu;isﬁiiiuo 21201 s oA AR LOCA" "ON: Northwest corner of Wise Avenue & Lynch Road LOCATION: Northwest corner of Wise Avenue & Lynch Road ZONING DESCRIPTICH
) % ROB ROSS HENORICKSON BA . . MURRA '
% :::u K,;IATES: *“i‘;ﬁ?,‘;?ﬁo' DATE & TIME: Thursday, March 25,1982, at 9:30 A, M, DATE & TIME: Thursday, March 25,1982, at 9:30 A, M.
:;g awcs e Located at a point on the northwast corner of Wise Averue and Lynch
-1 KAt PUBLIC HEAR™IG: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, PUBLIC HEARING: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 W, Chesapeake Avenue, ] _ ]
: Towson, Maryland Towson, Maryland Road and running westerly along the north side of Wise Avenue 640' more
.V :"é . . ] . 1 . 3 - ) 3
' f January 11, 1982 The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by author ity of the Zoning Act and The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by author ity of the Zoning Act and or less, thence leaving the north side of Wise Avenue and running north
’% Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing: Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing: 100 10" 41" east 585' more or less to the south side of Eddlvnch Drive,
s Petition for Variance to waive the requirement that all Petition for Variance to waive the requirement that all thence running easterly 390' iare or less, thence leaving the south side
off-street parking facilities, including drives be screened off-street parking facilities, including drives be screened . _ . ,45'.' west 215' more or less, thence :
. " Mr. William E. Hammond from off-site residential or institutional premises from off-site residential or institutionzl premises of Eddiynch Drive and running South 9° 11
: Zoning Commiss ioner . south 800 53' 12" east 235' m o th i R .
Baltir?]ore County Office of The Zoning Regulation to be exccepted as follows: The Zoning Regulalion to be excepted as follows: € 3 ore or less to the west side of Lynch Road
Planning and Zoning . . thence running sout" along Lynch Road 640' more or less to the place of .
Towson, Maryland 21204 Section 409, 2C(1) - Required screening for off-street parking Section 409, 2C(1) - Required screening for off-street parking 3
- beginning.
Re: COOnguniégd_l’Aénﬁi All that parcel of land ir the Twelfth District of Baltimore County All that parcel of land in the Twelfth District of Baltimore County
: s Q. - -
; g?\de NI2 ﬂt-/ér
_g . Petition for Variance

Dear Mr. Hammond:

Pursuant to your request at the above violation hearing, and in line
with your decision to suspend and finding in that regird for 90 days, I would
request that prior to any date being set for the hearing on the variance,
that your office be in touch with me to insure the availability of my client's
representatives and myself on the proposed dute of the hearing.

Respectfully,

P

Rob Ross Hendr1cksonlluf1 5189 an

Being the property of Cook United, Inc, as shown on plat plan filed with the

Being the property of Cook United, Inc., as shown on plat plan filed with the
Zoning Department '

RRH/acg ’ | Zoning Department

: . Jim Thompseo
cc: Mr. Jim Thompson Hearing Date: Thursday, March 25, 1982 at 9:30 A. M,

Public Hearing: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 W, Chesapeake Avenue,
Towson, Maryland

Hearing Date: Thursday, March 25, 1982 at 9:30 A, M.
Public Hearing: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 W, Chesapeake Avenue,
Towson, Maryland

BY ORDER OF

WILLIAM E. HAMMOND
ZONING COMMISSIONER
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

BY ORDER OF

WILLIAM E, HAMMOND
ZONING COMMISSIONER
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
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ROBERT J. ROMADKA ‘la

DALTIMORE COUNTY

B ATTORNEY AT Law OFICE ’*?FM%Q\E‘E{%% G ZONNG &
4 B09 EASTERN BDULEVARD Law OFFICES N, fat ) .Z_
A r - BALTI MOR C NTY ZON G : e
3 {ocamamia FrocnaL Buiomal 1. CODKMAN BOYD, 45, SAUERWEIN, BOYD. DECKER & LEVIN JOSHUA W MILES } 494-:3353 E Cou ONIN PLANS ADVISORY COMMITTEE Lo
;i ESSEX. MARYLAND 21221 HENARY % DECKER, JR. © WEST MULBERRY STREET c_c.unsu. i i i
; ASBEQCIATES :;:Li::z-;.z;lsunsovq.m. ALLAN SAUERWEIN (1875-1969 ih:i\_u,ﬁf‘:'\ E. HAMN‘OND
g Shamies £, Foos, (N ROB ROS5 HENDRICKSAN BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 i MURRAY BENSON (18951963, LZONiNG COMMISSIONER March 11, 1982
‘ Jown 5. GanTRUM ees-8274 P Ruésm AREA CODE 301 September 8, 1982 PUNTY OFFICE BLOG
o JOHN O. HEMNEGAN ?::'S;;’;fj,m 7278770 . ':“-h.e;“"'eake Ave. Reb Re Fondrick E i
ALFRED M. WALFERT CEae M. LEMS . Miryland 21204 G388 rndricxson, Lsquire
June 14, 1982 o Saverwein, Boyd, Decker & Levin
. oto 9 West Mulberry Street
"Y“ ) ) Baltimore, Maryland 21201
R Nicholas B. Commoedari
AW .
) ] ‘ Q‘E-L 4 January 11, 1982 Rob Ross Hendrickson, Esquire chalrman RE: %tiﬁltl?o' 128 Cook Tnit .
Office of Planning and Zoning 'y Iﬁ Sauerwe.n, Boyd, Decker & Levin V:.rji’a.;gze;e;tggn nited, Inc.
111 West Chesapeake Avenue e g 9 West Mulberry Street MEMBERS *
Towscon, Maryland 21204

/ Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Bureau of

Dear Mr. Hendrickson:

Attention: Ms. Jean M. H. Jung oy _
Deputy Conmissio.er Yd‘ f7( 3. V
TEZ20 b();—d.!;_, Vixe g

Sy fr S (b

Reference: Cook United, Inc.
Lynch Road

Dear Ms. Jung:

My clients have contacted me on several occassions
to inquire as to the progress in the above referenced
matter. Would you please advise us as to the status of
the case and inform me as to what, if anything, I can do
to be of assistance in order to expedite t proceedings.

.

Mr. William E. Hammond
Zoning Commissioner
Baltimore County Office of
Planning ard Zoning
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Cookf United, Inc.
{ese No. 82-143-y

and
Petition for Variance \Czébﬂk o, 125

Dear Mr. Hammond:

~ Pursuant to your request at the above violation hearing, and in line
with your decision to suspend and finding in that regard for 90 days, I would
request that prior to any date being set for the hearing on the variance,
that your office be in touch with me to insure the availability of my client's
representatives and myself on the proposed date of the hearing,

KE: Petition for Variance
NW/corner of Wise Ave. & Lynch Rd. -
12th Election District
Cook United, Inc. - Petitioner
NO. 82-207-A (Item No. 128)

Dear Mr. Hendrickson:

1 have this date passed ray Order in the above captioned matter in accordance
with the attached.

Very truly yoars, *

A

N M. H. JUNG

Ergineering

Department of
Traffic Engineering

State Ropads Commission

Bureau of
Fire Prevention

Health Department
Froject Planning
Building Department
Board of Education
Zaning Administration

Industrial
Developuent

The Zoning Plans Advisory Committee has reviewed the plans
gsubmitted with the <bove referenced petition, The following comments
are not intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action
requested, but to assure that all parties are made sware of plana or
problems with regard to the Gevelopment plans that may have a bearing
on this case. The Director of Planring may file a written report with
the Zoning Commissioner with recommendations as to the suitability of
.de requested zoning.

In view of your client's proposal to waive the screening require-
ments for his existing parking area, this variance is required. If
the request is granted, screening would not be required along Eddlynch
Drive, Lynch Road and the northeast property lines that abut the
dwellings located at the southwest cormer of these two roads.

Enclosed are all comments submitted from the members of the
Cormittee at this time tha* offer or request information on your
petition. If similar comments from ths remaining members are received,

One Investment Flace
Towson, Md. 2120

. . I will forward them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is not
— Deputy Zoning Commissioner s
JOH/Adlw Respectfully, ) Liatd & informative will be placed in the hearing file. This petitior was
JMHT/ accepted for filing on the date of the enclosed fii'ng certificate
cc: Ms. Esther M. Berrgnt /M' mc and a hearing scheduled accordingly. £
k
Attachments Very truly yours, ¢
N 1599 8 Rob Ross : Z _ §
r~ w0782 M -._’ RRH/acg cc: John Hennegan, Esquire ﬁ{,dé" /ﬁ ;M&’.ﬁta'éb ?
809 Eastern Boulevard FICHOLAS B. COMMODARI, Chairman g
ah K ", 9 ¢¢c  Mr. Jim Thompson Baltimore, Maryland 21221 Zoning Plans Advisory Committee -
g % KBC:bae O
! b = I
it _.53 John W. Hessian, 'II, Esquire Ehlclo:greg bert MeCormick ;
[if o4 P le's C 1 cc: « Hober clLormic 1
O cn : | cople’s Lounse C/0 Cock United, Inc.
C e e ' 16501 Rockside Road
100G DEPARTIAENT Maple Heights, Ohio L4137
By Karn & Ammon, “ne.
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4 CALTIMORE COUNTY
L Al 5D DALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING Y DALTMORE COUNTY
w0y Cume e | DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 ‘}FE?:" TOWSON. MARLAND 21204
i ﬁ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 494-321 ! v 825-7310 ZONING DESCRIPTION
i gﬁgﬁéﬁ F. CERCER PAUL H. REINCKE February 24, 1982 |
: A 1 Tuar,
0 February 11, 1982 at a point on ihe northwest corner of Wise Avenue and Lynch
SRR Mr. William Hammand i :
March 1, 1982 Toning Commtsetmmon Road and running westerly along the north side of Wise Avenue 640’ more
i Mr. william E. Ha:mond Office of Planning and Zoning or less, then : . . .
z;nin; commissioner Baltimore County Office Building ’ ce leaving the north side of Wise Avenue and running north
County Office Building Towsca, Maryland 21204 100 10° 41" ea ! \ s
o 'I‘owsoi, Maryland 21204 . . . st 585" more or less to the south side of Eddlynch Drive, S
3 Mr. William Hammond, Zoning Commissioner Attention: WNick Commodari, Chairman thence running easterly 390! : |
52 Re: Item #128 (1981-19872) Zoning Advisory Committee Zoning Plans Advisory Committee y more or less, th.e.nce 1eav1n‘g the south side
o % Property Owner: Cook United, Incorporated Office of Planning and Zoning of Eddlynch Drive and i ' . west 215 more or lese, thenc
o N/W corner Wise Avenue ?gihLynch Road Baltimore County Office Building RE: Property Owner: (Cock United, Incorporated running South 9 11" L5 : ! °
o4 Acres: District: d 21204 south 800 53* 124 ! X
; - Towson, Marylan Location: NW cornsr Wise Avenue and Lynch Road 2" east 235" more or less to the west side of Lynch Road,
L s d:
P g Dear Mr. Hammond:

Dear Mr. Hammond:

thence running south along Lynch Road 640'

Iter No.: 128 zoning Agenda: Meeting of January 26, 1382 more or less to the place of

The following comments are furnished in regard to the plat submitted tc this
office for review by the woning Advisory Committee in connention with the subject

Comments on ltem #128, Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting, January 26, 1982, are as follows: beginning.

Gentlemen:

item.
! Property Owner: Cook Ur ited, Incorporated Pursuant tu our request, the refere'ncgd property has been surveyed by this
" General: Location: NW/corer Wise Avenue and Lynch Road Bureau and tue cc.uments below marked with an "X”" are applicable and requirel
; SIS TN ocafion; to be corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the propert .
.ﬁ Baltimore County hichway and utility improvements exist and are not directly District: 12th L property

involved in regard to this property.

f ) 1. Fire hydrants for the referenced property are regquire. and shall be
located at intervals or feet along an aprroved road in
accordance with Baltimore County Standards as published by the
Department of Public Works.

This office has reviewed the subject petition and offers the following comments, These comments
are not intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning in question, but are to assure that

all parties are made aware of pluns or problems with regard to development plans that may have a
bearing on this petitior,

This office has no further comment in regard to the plan subks “tted for Zoning
Advisory Committee review in connection with this item 128 (1981-1%82).

£
i
&
A,
%

Very truly yours,

= 7 — /7—/ This petition meets the requirements of the Division of Current Planning and Development,
T L i (S

. "ROBERT A, MO
Bureau of Public Services

( } 2. A second means of vehicle access is requirel for the site,

{ ) 3. The vehicle a. end condition shown at

Very truly yours,

EXCEEDS the maximur allowed by the Fire Department.

RAM: EAM: FHR: 58 | ‘ : L / {\\/\./ e '--\,wZ'-Uja . 4. gzies;;te shal.l be made to comply with all applicable parts of t::he
- - revention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of cperation,
cc: Jack Wimbley : onn L, Wimbley o
Planner 111 { ) 5. Tae buildings and structures existing or proposed on the site shall
E-SW Key Sheet Current Planning and Development canply Wl:th all applicable requirements of the National Fire Protection
10 & 11 SW 23 Pos. Sheets Association Standard No. 101 *Life Safety Code”, 1976 Edition prior
SE 3 F Topo to occupancy,

103 Tax Map

{ ) €. Site plans are approved, as drawn.

JLW:rh

XxX) 7. The Fire Prevention Bureau has no canments, at this time.

Noted and . ‘;/‘ N W ﬁL
REVIEWFR £t | T, 3)o57 9 approveds —LESTHL L P it
psety 2777,

Planping Grahip Fire Prevéntion Bureau -
Srzcial Inspection Division
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ANDERSON v. BOARD OF APP,, TOWN OF CHESAPEAKE BEACH  Md. 92

ANDERSON v. BOARD OF APP., TOWN OF CHESAPEAKE BEACH Md 993 L

ns governing

suit in loss of profit and poor planming and

b Ing &=502. 503 Cite as 322 A 24 220 reutes (o the mmimum herrons, distance sites o Parde Noo 1 ard Buddine No 2 d Building No. 2, X _ Cite ax 327 A.2d 20
i 22 Md.App. 28 3. Zonlng 2, = & Zoning c=538 Lugene E. Mitrof, Upper Maril oro, with permitted hetween facimg walis of any two  which were 1o e ~eparated by a distance Red by a distance RE wrilten communication from the Chair-  mernts of the ordinance and the dimensians
" y . h 1}l - . . - . : . . N . ) ' s all i 2ifT ST
: McRae ANDERSON et al. A use vanince changes the chade he character Proaf of £t . : wham were Titrof & Staraey, Upper Marl ’ buildines on ene Jor 8 S T NEEreer Tes einpe e The distance be- man of the Mannirg and Zoting Commis-  of e lygildie ok b W Rad
: . . 00 ol practicel aioaculties Lone s ‘ L - ! T MR, et ity Radd o g
! v. af the zoned district while an ares s’ $ In area vari- e fieier prdesites q ‘ _("’ 1:” _“ P b, on the Lref, for Apptiants ; . o ) ) T T s s N T i N Tt e k] 0. 3 was to be RS thoere” .
_ ; e oes T : wsuliclent o jushify pranting of arca : G 1Y amoary 1973 Ronad Wy et GON AT Y B Teer e Letwer Hhile that hetween '
. uni oS T, . . . . . . R . i . H St ARRERSLRRNND Poivel o wilie et hier T T 1 3 CEN ) PO S 3 s - ;
: i BOARD OF APPEALS, YTOWN OF CHESA- " 1] varniance under zoning ordinance prombit- Steny 1 Hover, Distmeg reights, with contract purchaser of the sy ec! DFROCTTY  uik « No. §and N ‘ : " T 4 sto b the Lemng and Zomng Commis- Ar Puckett further testiticd that the to ;
) . . f . o . P . N 7 , . . . ) - ! b [ALEULERE PSR 0 AN I SNOLD % Wash 0 be a : was to pe ap- e o . 1 , v - L i
o PEAKE BEACH, Maryland, et al 4. Zoning =485 % , *[ mg granting of use variance and allowing  whem were Hoyer & Fanron, Instrict and one of the appellecs in this praceeding, |‘-!'0x1m.:h‘ly 100 feet, Section :nﬁ(x;} :;\)(P; Son Ftion 406(5) (b) (Ii’) v accepts the pian submitted by Mr, pography of the site aiso dictated the joca- EE T
h o No. 531, . o wrEy Gpth ‘ the granting of area variance only where Ileights, ard Allen S. Iianden, Prirce filed an application for a suming DEEMIt  peur: e w rintn e e S Ron ’ Run Pickett to construct four nine-story  tion of the remaining three buildin BT
L. Use wvariances are customandy ] hmarily con- . S . . . X . reginres a aunumem distance of about 230 - hnee of about 25) buildi . i three bwidings, e a 3
i 1 o e R § ¥ strict application of ordinance would result  Frederick, on the hricf, for appeliees, and an application for a special except’ o . i build - utldings on site of attached plan pro- pointed aut th; he ‘terr: ‘ i
Cwort of Rpesiz! Avmenk of Marviand ~erned wrth hesdihin cases e ) where land , P ' . PUs o feet Detween buildings of the height pro- - f the height pro- i S P at the terrain gencrally :
‘ ' : I ) 4 m practicai  Jifficulty and unnccessa.y . to develop L2.10 = acres of land zoned posed.? vidin, viding you delete all commercial on said slopes npward from Ronte 261, the western :
¢ - : v . <t . . > - . ' - =i, h
t::ctiiim?f)i hardship depriving owner of reasonable Argued before MOYLAN, .IENCHINE MCR with 320 condominium apariment Plan p}:an and that] You grant a varance for boundary of the property, to the center of
: L use of Lt 1 ilding i redd. and DAVIDSON, J]. [ i renie PR . the . the ron-compliance of distance - i
; i the zommg ordinance and a varitnce sul - riance must at 1 or huilding involved IDSON, ] u;lts ang a 38,060 square foat ¢ snvenience On 7 Februaary 1973 the applicating for a builc [ application for a buitdings re(‘])uired . :hSt.ﬂ‘C( jﬂ‘ijetween the property, and then slopes downward,
3 i i ' shopping center, i ‘2% alta- . . ; il ) Hding in Section o S v
;§ : ¢ . e permitted to avoid confiscatury e Fatory opera- whiiz i;.ndicatel;j ;:, sltt:‘- plan was alta-hed SPCCId] exception and the accompanying Py Lhe accompanying (i).” {3}(d) _t;}::dlly .;:vclmg off near the water's edre.
‘i Appeal from an order of the Circunt tion of ordinance, while arca \-amm’g_ rariznces are §. Zoning ¢==538 DAVIDSON, Judge. wmr;‘mia! fc’n a;‘ n a:.!dmon to the site pian werc rev_ncwed by the Planning ) by the Planning Jfree a tcm-'zt'lves “ere available, Build-
Y Court, Calvert County, Perry G. Bowen, customarily concerned with practical &% Hracticai diffi- 0 ho sh Hap £ , o b. o actity the applicant proposed and Zoning Commission. The minutes of Ther The minutes of Thereafter Mr, Pickett filed an applica- ngs No. 2, No. 3 and No. 4 coud have
Ir., J. affirming a deci.ion of town's culty, 2l ) ne “f uhs ows 1o more than that e This app<.] is from an order of the Cir. > build four apartment huun,-n;ys,u rark that meating reflect that a member of the tion for 32 member of the tion for a variance alleging that : been located near the western Loundary of
1 hoard of appeals ganting vaciances from . Ef:m:lg_ﬂ t e’;a}rilancef»‘vo;;}d do;q h:r.m cuit Court for Calvert County which af- 1r:xru: smrru:s high. Parking spaces were to  staf? of the State Planning and Zoning “n hning and Zoning “Due to th ) - the property at the horiom of the slape, e
i - gy - .. J P i . o Y 'i : “n i e i . i - . 9 L2 o hvsic _ ohie _— e . . L b
i tE=TS pOrg e S g mereneeee -:.,1.‘ s. Zealng =% ‘a(:. mteeatt lz)t \-.dou fﬁ-pl’ﬂ.flt.jl e to im an: firmed a decision of the Hoard of Appeals ;el prov;ded for 898 cars, with 60 spaces  Commission advised the Commission not ter'm b Commission not teristics of m:c;.i):mn:l ‘?;;:""?l charac “h{"h wouid have meunt that aur people e
Lo Sy Wy g o Ty el ; s : st 1 5 a owidn't ev : . P . :
g to distancs fetween fzcry wiTy o In order t© obtain a e variance, & vaginnce, ap- o mest. urden c(; _]'l.lS;tll ying g}:ant-ug r of the Town of Chesapeake Leach grant- a gcazt::g to su.u;e the apartment dwelicrs only that variances were required because . 1 P required because by conforming 1o ah a;'s 2 :s’cre‘;tcd ;ou dn’t even have any view of the water.’
. . . i R ' R . 3 A = 4 . ~ - . ) - i -hit ' - N .
buildings and g.anting specia’ exception licant must prove tha" if he complies vl lied with rea variance under ordinance altowing the ing vatiauces from the taura’s vonaye grdi- and 238 to s fvice the shopping center.  of non-comphance with § 406{5}(b) (i} but y § 406(5) (L) (i) but ould dene: & e ¥ for U which hey c0u_1d have heen located on the top
for multiple dwellings i commercial recre- P ld' N P a1 : ble 1o secure ‘,‘..A CG:“P granting of an area variauce only where nance’s requirement relating to minimum An existing fwimming pool, bathhouse and  also that the h.clusion of a shopping area wor bf a shopping area would deprive me of the reasonabie use of the ill, “which would have giver us
. L . ordinance he would be anabic 1o ¢ e to secure a strict applicati ; . ‘ : : lubh I ; . . . ‘ R of th . uf the land and buildi " i ey ats . , )
ation district. The Court of Sp(jcml AP- reasonable return from or make any res ake any rea- in traﬂ?cal Zt.jﬁo.i Olidma..ai:ic would result horizontal distance between jacing walis of ::al:': ((;u;sc \Mrb toh be improy ed. and re-  was violative of § 406,¢ * The Planuing and u The Planning and uildings. hlgh(‘: eievations and probably more water .
peals, Davidson, J., held that zoning ordi- somable use of property, that difficulties & tficalties or hardps 1 ificulty and  unnecessary buildings and granting a special excep- 3 for use by 1 egremdents o1 the pro-  Zoring Commission voted to recommend ta On 12 d to recommend to Om 02 April 1973 g hearing was held e- view” but which also “would have been E
Tz B aip, . . . g 3 Y 1 3 i 5
nance authorizing gran'f:ng of an arca var- hardships are peculiar 5o nit propery & s proerty in P tion for multiple dwellings w the MCK 17!051:t condeminiums® and four tgnms the .chrd of Appeals that the proposed fore th, that the proposed fure the Board of Appeals, The site plan ':_‘_“U;l more obirustve from Route 261, é
iance only if strict 3pphcauon.cf.0rdmaﬂcc contrast with other property in same i = in same dis- {Marine Commercial Fecreatin) district, sourts wers\t‘o be COHSlr_uctcd for their en-  special exception be granted, “providing subnutr- ranted, “providing submitted there deleted the proposed com- hma]l Y. they could have teen located on g '
regarding distance betvyeer. buildings would trict, and that hardship was not resu of X ol not result of 10. Zoning <=538 After a careful review of the record, we J‘_’)_'““":;-_ li four buildings were 1o be po- that all commercial buildings he deleted mercial pildings be deleted mercial use in jts entircty, but the four the level land ‘_’“ the cast side of the slope i
result in practical difficulty and_ unneces- app::cant's awh actions. % . Wh y ‘ o find that the action of the Board of Ap- Ef;'om' N a row alony the cdye of the and that the Board of Appeais grant a var- Propas: ppeals grant a var- proposed apartment huildings remained in fiear the water's cge. The latter alterna. g
sary hardship required that applicant also . Zre :.pp lca?t . or area v;rmnce peals in granting the variances was arb- esapeake Bay and were to be parallel Lo lance for the non-compliance of drstances approx liance of distances approximately the same position the ¥ had tve was chosen ‘o manimize the residents’ 4
: N r N .. iy - . " . X & : : . . i
prove hardship and not merely pro?f of ¢ Zoning €=536 sfcs:n'e an z‘proo t a}t}vs:“ruft”app :;amm trary and capricious and shonid not he sus- 0":1 another,  The exisung swimmiag pool  between buildings."  On 13 February 1973 occumie h 13 February 1973 occupied on the original site plan, l:{ew of the water and minimize the visi- B
precticai difficuities, and that board's ac- A heant for an area variance doe . 4 romag ordimance, whick allowec AT€2  ained. Because the specic] exception is and bathhouse lies between the proposed the Board of Appeals received the follow- eceived the follow- ) iy of the structurcs from Route 21, o i
tion in granting ~ ariances without proof of M apphcant 1or an area vanas vanance does variance only where strict application ei Lol L the piacenmim of the huriide Twe Two winesses testified with resnect to Mr. Pisg ; L
) ; bi , not have to show a taking in a corse - in a constitu- ordinance would result in practical diifi- . piac o ) » the nes the need for the requetod et 1o AMr. iwkett test:{ied that the possibality - :
hardship was arbatrary. . o T how that comaluaot . ) o ; = inEs as shown on the site plan, and because . More spwcifically, § 408(5) (b) (i) provides teot testifid Rt the publi e rine seld by < W b : quested varances. M of replacing Buildings Nos, 2. 3 and 3 wits o :
tional sente but must show that comp nat comphiance culty and unnecessary hardship, wouid re- that placement, absent the wi.nt of the re “IWikere two (2] facing walis both con the Tt of 4 ! I o ;» a v Ronal bile hearing held by Ronald W. Pickett. the contract Purchaser ! with _
i ; f restri : ' Rl oal dne Te- = : - s Bonrd of Appeals on 12 Apr! a3 that o . : L t
Reversed. with strict letter of restrictions gmermmg 4 ’ s

in 12 April 1973 that two buildings was considered.  He po:nted

thin & window or windows the minvimum the merimum bhegiit would be N3 feer. A
horizontal distauce shall be three (3} feet site plan submitted to the IIoard of Ajpeala

quested variances, i» violative of the “dis-
tance between facing walls” recuirement of

of the fould be 80 feet. A
boundi« the Board of Appeals

area, setbacks, frontage, heigh, bu'k & -

of the praperty, testified that th I
’ Light, bulk or i the property,

evidence established that it was possille

out that in order to “use the density to

: bounded on the west by R 2 imi
‘ ' ‘ . : ! el | . y Route 261 and th a ; .
density would unrcasonably prevent hm N prevent him for applicant to develop land at maximum the ordinance, the granting of the special ::ehc:l::&c)l:;tn;rd:?teat}:i:ur::rl\:l f;x.r] oflm-.: at thia hearing indicsies a divtance of ap cast In wa & dutance of ap- ¢ast by the Chesapeake Bay, is ..vﬂ_e :1:1:1]1*’_&&' ;a.‘uel of the property” the
. . R . . . . . . B S 4 4 ; ild- i . - ¥, y suly ing
I. Zoning €503 from using property for permitted pv Tpost mitted purpose permitted density in accordance with dis- excuption Shol;id ot be up‘aild g with greatuns heigh: e innmt:;'eml:f“ !\l’r:!t:)m\:tlt:;)'\_]fos!:e;‘l:tla hcru;;on.]:.iu.idl:n unique.’ pth between Buihll::l viique.” [t is “alroast like an L sha { 12 or I;mu"‘_ “"Id-!'hs would Yave to be
. . . . . . . . N . NG o Ny, 4 L No. " LS 4
An “area variance” is a variance from OF render conforriity with restnictions us t jestrictions un- tance between buildings requirement of or- than sevent, tive (706) feet . . , " 3 and No, 4. Tuder this et of facms. two with th. :g.::t E;'mf(il;:.. oo with the southern portion of the propepr:y mode of c; mf;cs y hﬂghtid o ch &
: - " , . ind Mo, 4. : . A . . _ evelopment would hav i
area, height, density, setback or sideline re- necessarily burdensomc..tha.t grant of urf-}_ . gr‘ant of vari dinance and that such development would In 26 May 1972 the Mayor and Town 2. The site was previously oeeupied by tie variances of either 143 or 140 feet wack being . 3 or 140 fest each being considerably marrower than the the nced for ap“r_. ' da ’c (:bwatcd
strictions, ance would do substantial justice to apphe b fistice to appli- be less costly than mode of development  Council of Chesapeake Beach enacted a Chesapeake Beach Amusement Fark, ";"{‘” be required. _ ) norther northern portion. Building No. 1 is locat-  been mor iiiee and would have
' ) cant as well as t.3 other property owners® P rty owners in proposed, action of town’s board of appeals  zoning ordinance for the town, which is Jo- of ::::I:Irn ::mmfe':mn" bﬂdrr;he o eloni [ hfml.. ;h. rﬂ“l ¢d on Pool Hiil,” a bili which “slopes rati-  ternati g o 10 onsiruct, dhis al-
ant | : = b _ : ! . . J iere on appenl the parti - the L] * ! - Ve Wag ‘¢ e J ini
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e . i ; . A ) . st e ekt ) e T : ’ R AMRcTLon was alsg n
defipitions. served and public safety and welfare : d wel{nre »e classes of districts, or zones, one of which held on 7 February 1973 indicate that the ;:::::intimt \rull'lmum of 188 feet and 143 by the p of 103 feet and 143 by the scthack requiremienis uf the ori- Maciny Buriding No. 10 lh"r . ;,’uen o
cured. i1, Zoning &=50) was delineated as the Marine Commercial :';l’i"‘:‘“‘: b'i“l“““" were Lo b‘e A5 feet hixh, o nance . nance and the slope of the hill, which to-  er than beeween Bt.n;duu:s ‘\':3; ::dn\l'h-
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A “use variance” is a variance ;_w_rmn- - : . thr?, grant c_'f special exc'c_puon to  40i(c) and 406 provide that muitiple dwell- between Buildings No. 2 and No. 3 was fo an MCR 'det'eloument. .'I‘h':- !‘::}fl :.::r:: building The statf member bu:idm‘g_ on any other spot. Actording to  ricty of reasons, Since the balconies on
ting a use other than that permitted in par- Impact of an area vanance 13 hnr-: H e riance is less erect muitiple dwellings was condi*ioned on  ings may be permitted in the MCR district be D0 feet, while betwecn Buildings No. 3 pointed out that on & tract of 221 v Mr. Pic b tract of 22.1 acres, Mr. Pickett “there is no other way for us the rear huilding would overlook the b-‘.il(
ticular district by zoning ordinance. drastic than that of a gsc variance s = a. riance so b“f' adherence to a site pla- in which, absent if the Board of Appeals grants a special :Pl:h!:m; :he dfzufmnm was o be 150 fest. whers 860000 Kquare feet would e neeled to Joca feet would be needed to lovate that building - .« We  mes on the front buildings, the ar o
Soa bublication Words sad Phrases den placed an onc secking area vanance ¥ Y. frea variance is variances, buildiags were located in man-  exception and certain other snecified re- and 158 ,im., :ioﬂr“‘ﬁ::iv“'l"“'" of 168 feet ": 1;"::“‘ the requiremescs far tue erection were o nenta for the erection were locked in on the first butlding site, we  ruent  would imerfcr- Mrg; h ke
publicatio . secking & ‘ p C : . . . _ y ) ' ) of 320 wunit, only 2070 ate Fert w ol , . ; uare feer would ally Lo ' ’ ©owith ihe privacy
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which would interfere with the residents’
view of the natural beauty of the shoreline.
Either Building No. 3 would have to be io-
cated on the crown of the hill, making the
building more visible from the road, or
the crown of the hill would have to be re-
moved to make the building less visible
from the road, neither of which was a de-

sirable mode of development., Finally, the

principles of sound planning would be vio-

lated by the changes in the traffic patterns

which would be required and which would

result in residents from all thc buildings
driving in front of Buiiding No. 3. Under
the proposed site plan, mobile activity is
confined to the rear of all the buildings.

Mr, Ilerbert }ieischer, an architect, en-
gineer and planner, who had prepared the
site plan 1or the sulject property, qualified
as an expert. 1le testified that the subject
property had “intriguing natural beauty”
with distinct contours and vegeiation
which should not be disturbed. He opined
that the buildings are located so as to pre-
serve the shoreline and indeed 10 enhance
the view from the bay toward the project.
He stated that although it wouid have been
possible to place Building No. 3 in a dif-
ferent location, the plan as drawn maxim-
ized the permissible density while produc-
ing a *“well-organized project.” In his
view, the four roughiy parallel buildings
are more in harmony with the appearance
and character of Chesapcake Beach than a
“staggered” layout would be. Moving the
building to the west, behind Buildings No.
2 and No. 4, would mean building it in a
“hole” behind the hill. In addition a park-
ing area would be required in front of the
building which would have divided the
pianned open park recreation area. Such a
parking lot would destroy the "resort”
character of the project and create traffic
hazards for pedestrians attempting to use
jt. Mr. Fleischer concluded his testimony
on direct examination by stating that the
prant of the requested variances would
have no adverse effect on the rusidents of
the buildings, the abutting property owners,
the surrounding properties or the neighbor-
hood of Chesapeake Beach. Indeed, in his
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view, the developmient as piwnncd would
enhance the general area.

On  recross-examination the following

colloquy took place:

“(), The only other guest: a I would
ask, can you tell the hoard what hardship
would be suifered hy your client if the
variance was not granted ?

“A. The only hardship wouid be the
loss of incume because you couldn't have
the other buildings. You see, you have
to approach it two ways. My opiion is,
the density that we have is a low ong, in
my apinion.

“(). If you would just try to answer the
question directly, if you can, what hard-
ship wou'rd you suffer if the variance 1s
nat granted ?

“A, Maybe poor planning.

“Mr. ilanden [Town Attorney for
Chesapeake Beach]: I think we have
hatted back and forth enough, gentlemen,
it's got to come to an end.”

On 18 April 1973 the Board of Apjpeals
issued a written statement and decision.
With respect to the request for variances,
the Board of Appeals foind, among other
things:

“#]  That, as a matter of fact, the
variance requestcd wiil not be contrary
to the public interest and that practical
dif ficuities and unnecessary hardship
would resuit if it is not granted.

'y * N ¥ * *

*4  That, a5 a matier of fact, the Pe-
titioner met the burden of proving
unique circumstances in that nosrict ap-
plication of the Zoning Ordinance wauld
deprive the P .itioncr of the rea: iabie
use of his land and proposed bwildings.

“5, That, as a matter of fact, Peti-
tioner mict the burden of proving unnce.
essary hardship as required by the Ord
nance in that to disaliow the variance
would impose a special hardship on the
subject property.

ol gt

« emog | maam T RerEn
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ance can be granted only if there is proof
that the strict application of the reguia-
tions would result in an unnecessary hard-
ship which deprives the owner of the rea-
sonable use of his land. Proof of “practi-
cal difficulties” alone is insufficient
McLean, Zengerle and Loyola, supra, are
inapposite.

[9] Appellees do not contend that tie
applicant presented sufficient proof of an
unnecessary hardship which deprived ine
owner of the reasunable use of his land.
i'he record shows that the only hardship
aliegedly suffered by the applicant as a re-
sult of the strict application of the ordi
nance is “loss of profit” and “maybe poor
planning.” This evidence fails far short of
a showing of unnecessary hardship as de-
fined by the specific ordinance here in-
volved as well as by the Court of Appeals.
One who shows no more than that the
granting of the variance would do no harm
and that it would be profitable to him fails
to meet the burden. M. & C. C. v. Pola-
kofi, 233 Md. 1, 9, 154 A.2d 819, 324 (1963).
Moreover, the very testimony which showr
the practical difficulties rncountered in at-
tempting ‘o develop the Jand at a maximum
density in accordance with the distance be-
tween huildings restriction simultaneously
establishes unequivocaily that not only is it
poscible to develop the fand at the maxi-

. mum permitted density in accordance with
the distance between buildings reuirement,
but alse that such development could be
less costly than the mode of development
proposed, Given the evidence presented on
behalf of the applicant, it is impos.ible for
him to contend that the strict application
of the ordinance prevents him {rom making
a reasanable use of his Jand.

[10,11] Based on the record before us,
we find that the ruestion of whether the
sirict application of the distznce between
buildings requirement would result in an
unnecessary hardship to the appiicant by
depriving him of the reasonable use of his

sidered.
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6. In view of our decision all of the other conteationa mwade by appellanty need not be cor

Gy e TR AT e (MR T T

Tad was nes fasriy dehatailes Balvmare
v, Napera, 230 ML 2, 2, 180 ALZG s
se7 1196255 Marme v, Oty of Dalimor,
supra, 215 Md. at 222, 137 A2d ai 205

The action of the Board of Appeals in
pranting the variances wa. arbitrary and
capricious and cannot be sustained. Daihl
v. County Bd. of Appeals, supra, 235 Md.
at 167, 265 A.2d at 232; Dampman v. M.
& C. C. of Baltiiiore, 231 Md. 280, 286-
287, 189 A2d 631, 634 (1963). lccause
the g-ant of the special exception is condi-
tioned ~n adherence to a site pian in
which, ahbscnt the variances, the buildings
are located in a manner violative of tae or-
dinance, it too cannot be sustained. Ac-
cordingly, the order of the lower court ai-
firming the grant of the variances and the
special exception shail be reversed.®

Order reversed. Costs to be paid by ap-
peliees,

{=3 EEY Eumb T oritm
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22 Md.App. B
SANITARY FACILITIES |11, INC,
¥,

John J. BLUM et ux, et al.
No. 755.

Court of Special Appeals of Maryland,
July 13, 19/4.
Certiorari Denied Sept. 25, 1074,

I"archasers of lots brought a clas< ac-
tion to remove a cloud on titie. They were
granted a summary judgment by the Cir-
cuit Court, Anne Arundel County, James
[.. Wray, J., and the defcadant corpotatnm
appealed. The Court of Special Appcai.s.
Moore, J., held that where a conveyance in
the purchasers’ chain of title was by “deed
and agreement” which purported to sulject
the land to anmnal charpes §or sewer and
water facilities 1o be installed, to be pad
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ANDERSON v. BOARD OF APP., TOW N OF CHESAPEAKE BEACH
Cite ax 322 A 24 &2

“6. That, in addition to paragraphs
numbered 1 through 5 above, the
Ko u tound as a fact that the granting
of the variance is necessary for the rea-
sonabie use of tle land and Petitioner’s
buildings: that the hardship complained
was economical nor  self-created
that the hardship resuited from the ap- Cas well asits
Mication of the Ordimance awl that the relation to the privcipal natura, fm!urt;: i

hardship would Iwe specifically suffered of the area; that is, the Chesaneake |
Ly the pioperty in question.” Bay, which entitled the :\p;u‘.icamlls to :.‘A"

some consujeration,

Md. 2725 o
desire to use their land o the fullest ex-
tent, the need for the Vanance 1s some-
thing they created and, therefore, it
should not e consuiered. The Board, ;
however, seemed to take the position ‘
that there was a proliem created by the
special topographic features amd existing
structures on this projweriy

nat

Ouee agamn, this o
a matter of judgment and in view of the
evidence bearing on this question, the
Court is satisfied that the Hoard had be-
fore wt sufficient evudence 1o support the
result it reached ™ -

With respect to the special exception the
Board of Appeals found:

“7. That, as a matter of fact, the spe-
cial exception requested is  consistent
with the spirit, purpose and intcit of the
Ordinainee

The and Carmen An-
derson, whn oppised tae pranting of the
application at the Board of
ing and appealed the Board's decision to
the Circuit Court contend that the 7oning
ordinance of

appeilants, Moiae

"Ko That, as a matter of fact, the S
aal exception reqguested is suitable for
the property in question and desiyned 1o
be in harmony with and approprite amd
appearance with the cxisting and intend-
ed character of the g weral victity ) anal
that the special exception does not ad-
versely effect street traffic and safety.

Appeais hear-

the

Town of Chesaprake
Beach requires the #pplicant to show that a
ueniad of the requested variance would re-
sult not only in “practical difficulty” but
“unnecessary hardstup™ depriv-
mg the owner of the reasonable use of the
tand or bulding involved. They maintain
that hecause this dual shuwing was not
made, the action of the Hoard in granting
the variances wes arhitrary and capricious.

The Board of Appeals granted the var- alsa un un

iances and' special exception subject to a
condition, amony others, "that petitipner
must substantially adhere to matters of
construction to the ‘nitial plans presented
hefore the Board.”s

On 3 August 1973 the Circuit Court for
Calvert County affirmed the grant of the
variances and the special exception.  With
respect 10 the variances, the Court said:

[1,2, Thz appelices, the Roard of Ap-
peals and Mr. Pickett, the applicant, con-
tend thut e variances requested in this
case involve an "area variance” {a vari-
ance from area, height, density, sethack, or
sideline restrictions, such as a variance
from the distance required Letween build-

"Finally, with respect tn the granting
of the Variance, the Appeilant’s position
seems to be that because the Applicants’

8 Hectinn 1002(e) of (he yoning  oedinnme
maten (bt enreh resolution of the Bonnl of
Appenln “shagd cantnih a statement of tie
rroumir ansl any findings forming the banis

Nntenient sl declson dnos boilerpinte fuem
emdoxying the terma of the onlinanee ituelf
without setting forth any apeacifie findings

of fuct. Nee, e g, Hooper v, City of inith-
of kuch action or decision.” Despite repent- eeshurge, 2700 N, 62K, 6357, .‘H:I‘ A.'.’(fl EHI)
ol admonitions by the Court of Appenls thint G LINTH . Haker v. Boand of 'I‘r:ml--m:-

the fine i of mdministeative bonrds nre nnt W
te be limited to conclusions vouried in the
termu of the ordinance jtaelf but rather sre
to include apecifie findinga of frects that sup-
port their eoncinsious, the Board of Appenla
In this case xet forth ity compe fusiony in irs

122 A 2018

A, THO, THT, B0H AN TOM, TT1-77Y
(T8 1 Pistoria v, Zoning Board, 265 M.
OON, OTO, 202 A2 614, (1Y (1577 ;. Turner
v, Tlamr.oml, 270 M, 43, 6, 310 ANE G4,
HIA RSN

e

226 Ma.

ings) and not a *

use variauce” (a variance
which permits a use other than that per-
mitted in the particular district by the or-
dinarnce, such as a variance for an office

or commercial use in a zone restricted to

residential uses).
variances may be allowed on proof
“practical dif
due hardship.”
sufficient evidence was presented -

guested variances “fairly debatable.”

special -xception should he upheld.

[3-5] The Court of Appeals has recog-

They maintain that avea

Sculty” alone and that such
variances do not require a showing of “un-
They 1nsist that rore than
aake
the question of whether practical difficul-
ties would result from the denial of the re-
They
conclude that the action of the Board in
granting the requested variances and the

2

Zengerle v, I
Bd. v. Bounds, supra; Marino v. City of 1, 21. 276 A ::
Iﬂaihmolre,'.u;::'ri;‘ (']Cam?, \,-' Iimmc)l:» Loan Ass'n v, |
mpvt. Ass'n, 197 Mdl 46, 30-51, 7RO ZAR-Z0. 176 A

nized a distinction between a use variance,

which changes the character of the .oned
district, and an area variance, which does
Use variances are customarily con-
cases, where the

not.
cerned with “hardship”
land cannot yield a reasonalble return

used only in accordance with the use re-
strictions of the ordinance and a variance

«d confiscatory
. while arca var-
iances are customarily concerned with
Loyola Loan Ass'n
v. Buschman, 227 Md. 243, 248, 176 A.2d
Where the standard of

must be permitted to
operation of the ordinan

“practical difficulty.”

355, 358 (1961).
undue hardship applies, the applicant,

order to justify the grant of the variance,

must meet three criteria:

use of his property.

202 (1957); see Salisbury Bd.

815 (1965).
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1) If he complied with the ordinance he
woula be unable to secure a reasonabie
return from or to make any reasonable
Pem Co. v. Balu-

more City, 233 Md, 372, /8, 196 A.2d

879, 882 (1964); Marino v. City of Dal.
© timore, 215 Md. 206, 218, 137 A.2d 198,

Bounds, 240 Md. 547, 535, 214 2.2d 810,
Mere financial hardship or
an opportunity to get ar increased return
from the property is not a sufficient rea-

if  the

in

Y.
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Rd. v. Bounds, supra, 20 Md. at 535, 214
Al at Rl14; Marino v. City of Baltimore,
Easter v. City of Raltimore, 193
Md. 393, 400, 73 AZ4 491, 492 (1930).

supra;

The difficulties or hardships were pe-
of cuilar to the property in question and
contrast with those
owners in the sume district,
Baltimore City, 231 Md. 554, 539, 244 A,
2d 103, 16 {196R)
Baltimore, supra;
timore, supra.

3) The hardship aas not the result of
the applicant’s own actions,

164, 163166 (1051,

(6,7]
dif ficulty™ applics, the applicant is . clieved
of the burden of showing a taking m a
constitutional scnse, as is reguired under
“undue hardship”
te justify the grant of an arca variance the
applicant need shov oniy that:

“1) Whether
strict letter of the restriciions govermng
area, sethacks, frontage, height, bulk or
density would unreasonably prevent the
owner from using the property for a
permitted purpose or would rerder con-
formity with such restrictions unneces-
sarily burdensome.

“2) Whether a grant of the variance
applied for would do substantial justice
to the applicant as well as *n other prop-
erty owners in the district, or whether a
lesser relaxat’ m than that applied for
would give satatunind relied to the own-
er of the property invoived and be more
consistent with justice to other property
owners,

“3) Whether rclicf can be granted in
such fashion that the spirit of the ordi-
vance will be obseeved and pulilic safety

v, and welfare secured.”
County Board of Appeals, 258 Md. 157,

270 Md. 208, 214-215, 310 A.2d 783, 7&
167, 265 A.2d 227, 237 (1970); Salisbury

(1973), quoting 2 Rathkopf, The Law of

1972).

of other propery

Burns v,

Marnwo v. City of

Faster v. City of Bai-
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a ANDERSON =, BOARD OF AFPP, TOWN OF CHESAPEAEE BEACH

Md. 227 :
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- Zonirg and Planning, 453-28-29 (3d ed  phasis added.) Section 1003(c){3)} pro-
3 1972). vides that:

The lesser burden is permitted Liccause the vhere must be proof of wmigue circum-

‘-;‘. impact of an area variance is viewed as stancrs and that said circum- .
ships were pe- being much fess drastic than that af a use stances or conditions are such that i
?g question and variance. strict apphication of the pravisions of

i i ' 1 could denriv .

Edother property N - this QOrdinance “Dl.f[? deprive the appii- )

- %ict. Burns v While a distinction between use and area cant of the reasonaiice use of such land -

5

varances has been recognized and cleariy
articulated 1 Maryland, the Cou.t of Ap-
peals has applied the “practical difficuity"
standard to area variance appiications in
only three cases. McLean v, Soley, supra,
270 Md. at 213-214, 310 A2d at FR6-7A7;
Zengerle v. Bd. of Co. Comm'rs, 262 Md.
1, 2, 276 A2d 646, 656 (1971): Loyola
Loan Ass'n v. Buschman, supra, 227 Md. at
248-250, 176 A 2d at 338-339. In each of
them the goverming local ordinance autho-
nzzd the grant of an area variance when
strict  comphance with the regulations
would resuit in practical wifficulties or un-
reasonable hardship. In each of them the
Court of Appeals emphasized that the
grant of the requested area variance was
justified on proof of “practical difficulty”
aone and that proof of hardship was not
required because the governing zoning or-
dinance; which phrased the criteria of
“practical difficulty or unreasonable hard-
ship” in the disjunctive, could be construed
as requiring that only the lesser standard
of proof be applied.

or building.”

Finaily, § 1W3{c}(5) requires an applicant

to show: ' e

“That the granting of the variance is
necessary for the reasonable use of the
land or huiiding and that the variance as
granted Ly Givard 15 the minimum
variance that wiil accomphsh this pur-
pese. Tt is not sufiicient proof of hard-
ship to show tha: greater profit weould
result if the LaTICE WETE
Furthermore, hardship complained  of
cannot be self-created: 1t cannmot he
claimed hy one who purchases with or
without the knowledge of restrictions; it
must result from the application of the
Ordinance; it must be sufiered directly
hy the property in question; and evi-
dence of variance granted under similar
circumstances shall not be considered.”

.he

viar awarded

In order

[8] Thus the zening ordinance of the
Town of Chesapeake Heach permits area
variances only. Not o.ly does it express
the eriteria of practical difficnity and un-
necessary hardship in the conjunctive, but
it also incependently requires that no area
variance be granted unless it is shown that
strict application of tiie regulations will de-
prive the applicant of the reasonable use of
his land and tnat the grant of the variance
is mecessary for the reasnnahle use of the
land. It defines the hardship which must
be shown as the equivalent of a constitu-
tional taking, and utilizes the same criteria
employed by the Court of Appeals for es-
tablishing undue hardship. The words of
the staiate are clear and unambiguous and
require no construction. Under the ex-
press terms of the ordinance, an area vari-

The zoning ordinance of the Town of
Chesapcake Beach differs from those ordi-
nances in a number of significant respects,
Section 1005(c)(2) of the oidinance pre-
hibits the Roard of Appeals from granting
2 use variance. Section 1005(a) authorizes
the Board to grant an area variance only
where the strict application of the regula-
tiona “would result in practical difficulty
and unnecessary hardship depriving the
owner of the reasonabie use of land or
building involved, . . .™  (Emphasis
added.} Section 1005(c) provides that the
applicant must shaw that “practical diffi-
culty and unnecessary hardship will result
if [the variance] is not granmted” (Em-
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- Located at a point on the north-
west cormer of Wise Avenue and

Lynch Road and rup.lng westerly hth
along the north alde of Wise Ave-
wus G4 more or less, thence leaving

T PETITION TOR YABIANCE
. Uik DISTRICT o

tion for Variandy @
LOCATION: Northweslt comer of
Wisa Avenue & Lyrch Road -
DATE & TIME: Thursday, March
25, 1947, at 9:30 A M.
PUBLIC - HEARING: Room 108,
: County Office Bulldlng, 111 W.
Chesapeake Avenue, Towamon,
. Maryiand 11204 o ,
- - '< 4+ N
The Zonint Commissioner of Bal-
timore County, by suthority of the:
Zoning Act ond Regulations of Bgl- &
timore Couniy will hold & publie:

Petitlon for Variance to waive tha :
requirement that all off-sireet park- :
Ing factlities, including drives be
poreened from off-site residentisl |
| or inatitutional premises -

The Zoning Regulativon to be ex-
cepted as followa: =
Seclion 409. 2C(1)—Required screen- §
tng tor off-strest parking - R

All that parcel of land in the:
Twelfth District of Baltimore Coun-

¥ _one tims

——————

the nor'™ side of Wise Avenue and 19 82

runping north 10* 100 4" east 535
more or less to the south side of
Bddlynch Drive, thence running
easterly 390 more o lesa, thence
lsaving the south wide of Eddlynch
Drive and running Bouth $ 11° 46" - -
west 215’ more or lesa, thence goulh [ T
80° B3' 12* east 335" more or lesa to
the west side of Lynch Rosd, thence 3
running south along Lynch Road %
840 more or less to the place of

beginning.

« Being the property of Cook Unlit-
e, Inc. an shown on plat plan filed
with the Zoning Depariment i
Hearing Date: Thursday, March
25, 1983 at 9:30 A M. -
Public Hesring: Room 108, County [
Offiee Buliding, 111 W. Chesapeake |
Avenue, Towson, Maryland
© By Qrder Of :
o WILLIAM E. HAMMOND, . [
. Zoning Commiseioner = B
- of Baltimore County - e

ltu' 4

i

THE JE
P e

38 N. Dundalk Avenue 288-6060
Dundalk, Maryland 21222

Dundalk, Md_larch B, 2962

A

r Md
paltinore County, .
officze of Central Cervices

Suite 412 qurts Bldge
801 Jocaley Lveaa
| Tewscn, Mm 21204 _l

’ TOWSON, MD., —oo._____Me=ch_____hk__ 1982

THIS 1S TO CERTIFY, that the annexcd ad: “rtisement was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weckly newspaper printed

FRERSONIAM/

and published in Towson, Ballimore County, Md., SRAEHOOREH

e

’

1l

VERTISINGZCEILG = Karen Roige
® Febe 24, 1932

rOA- 3763, Reqs L 33232,

IncCe
cn fo Yariance- Cook L’:}ited.
zﬁ"-tlf’:ir of Wice Ave. & Lynchﬁhda.
Hearins Thurs. Harch 25,1002~
50 lines =

Igcne Haerch 4, 1002 e=- % 31.50

7 attached -~ copy of
ce:tificste of Wbugugcgar;n Beirel this &te

bill & cert jub sen

e A ey et

g
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- PRITCION FOR VARIANCE
.- 0 1tte DISTRICT ]

B . . - :
ZON! ~i{ Petition for Variance -
LOCA 0N Northwest corner of

Wing Avenus & Lynch Roed
LaTH & TIME: Thursday, March
25, 1961 at $:30 A M,
TUBLIC IIEARING: Reom 10G,
+ County Office Building. 111 W.
;: Chesapeake Avenue, ToOwWson,
_ Maryland 32204 R ]

-

The Zonlsg Commissioner of Bal-
timore County, by authority of the
Zoning Act and Regulationa of Bal-
timare County will hold a public
hearing: .

Patition for Variance to waive the
reaniremen: that all off-sirest park.
lng facliities, Including drives be
scrasned froin. off-site resldertial
or Instituticnsi premisea

The Zoning Regulation to ba ex-
cepted as faliowa:

Bection 408. 2C(1}—~Required screen-
Ing for & “ireet parking : !
~AH the, _arcel of land in thei
Twelfth I striot of Baltimore Ooun-é
- Located at & point-on ihe north-[
weat cormer of Wise Avenue md'!
Lynch Road and runt!ng westerly
aiong the north slde of Wisa Ave-'
nue 640 more or Tesa, tb & leaving
<he north stda u Wise  venus and
munning north 10* Wy &1° east BSG6'
more nr less 1o the south side of
BEddlynch Drive,- thents - Tunning
easterly 3% mor® or less, thence

leaving the south side of Eddlynch'®

Drive and running South # 11’ 46°
west 215 more or lesa, thencs south
H0° 5¥ 1T enst 235 more or less to
the we-t side of Lynch Road, thence
running soutk along Lynch Road
64 more or less to the plas of
beginning.

- Being the property of Cuok Unit-.
ed, Ine. an shown on pl t plan !Iledl-

with the Zoning Department
‘25, 1957 At 9:30 A M. :
Public Hearing: Foom 104, County
Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake
Avenue, Towson, Maryland
By Order Of .
WILLIAM E. HAMMOND,
Zoning Commissionar
of Baltimors County
Mar. 4

. Hearing Date: Thursday, Mareh'®

CERTIFICATE
TOWSCN, MD., _________ Mareh-————— Y-, 19.g2--

THIS IS TQ CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was
published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weckly newspaper printed

and published in Towson, Ballimore County, Md., shescbcesiic

aik -.one_time ___ xmpcexxivexsoeekx before the __26th ... _
day of . oo.o.._ Mar:h _____. , 19..82., the fimst publicaticn
appearing on the - Ltr. . _______ day of _________ March.—---.
1982 ..
. . THE JEZFFL;3§0NIA§34
Manager.
Cost of Advertisement, $______ ?:1 _,___j ______

I
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PERTION FOR VARWNCE
imosme o (3
INING: Poition or Vanangs - -

UWATION: Northwest romer of Wise Ae &
DATE & TIME Thurscwy, Mach 75, 1392,
M OIGAM S )
PUBLIC HEARING: Room 106, Coutty Office
Butdmg. 111 W Chesspmahe  Awmme,
Towson, Marvland g
he Zoning Lommusoner of Batmore
County, tw authorly of tha Zorng At angd
Reguigtons of Baltimore County, wit hold &
Petition for Vanance b0 ware the
qurement that 2 offctoet parng hacik
thes, mcluding drves be scrmened frorm off-
Site residerttiat o institubonat peerses.

The Zomng Reguiahon 1o be eicepled »3
Tliows: :

Secton 409.2C (1) - Required scresning
Jor off stieet parking,

Al thet parcel of land in the Twellth
Distnct of Baltwmore County

lorded o & point on the porthwed
comer of Wrse Awenue and Lynch Road and
reamng westerly slong the north scde of
Woe Awnue G40 more o lew, thence
keaeng the north sde of Wi Avenue ang
rurnmg north 107 50 AL” mast 585 more
o ks 1 the south side of Eddlynch Drwe,
thence rur ung easterly 390" moe or e,
thence Jewvng the south site of Edolynch
Drve and runming South % 11" 45" west
215" more o less, thente sauth 80° 54
127 east 235 more or less fo the west sge
of Lymch Road. tence rnaming sutts along
Lynch Road BAD' more or less to e place
o begnning, )
Being the poperty of Cook Uned. Inc,’
3 shown on plat plan filed with the Zoning
Department.

Hearing Dgte: Thursday, March 25, 1982,
#HIWAM ’

Public Hesring. «oom |06, County Ofice *
Buiding 111 W. Chesapeahe  Avenne,

Towson, Mantaad,
T . ) &Y ORDER ¥
© WILIAM E RAMMOND
i IMMISSIONER
OF BAw. .40RE CCNTY

District.__ -Z .0_)‘

AN
Posted for: %é"
Petitioner: ___é’_' ~

Locatiqn

property:-{_zdéiff_/z

/
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ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
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Towson, Maryland
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BALT.MORE COUNTY
OFFICE OF FiNANCE

» MARYLAND
REVENUE DIVISION

MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT

$62,

ACCOUNT
AMOUN"

RECEIVED

R e A R s

CERTIFICAT= OF PUBLICATION

OFFICE CF

Dundalk Eagle

38 N. Dundalk Ave.
Dundalk, Md. 21222

March 5, 19 82

oy 1'I'HIS IS TO CERTITY, that the annexed advertisement of
wiillal llsmmond, goning commiscioner Balto county
in motter of tofition of Jeak firited, heoriig

The Dundalk Eagle

T:n
iAW

was inserted in a weekly new.

paper published in Baltimore County, Maryland, once asweek
before the
1932 ; that is to say,

Kimbe! Publication, Inc.
Publisher.

—
-

No. 1065718

0l.642

.

 AmMO wr_$208. 00

Rob Ross Hendrickeon

ACTCOUNT

el X

VALIDATION on SIGNATURE OF CASMIER

8. CASH RECEIPT |
2/23/82

2 e

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION

MISCELLANEQU:

ror. ing fae for cane #E62-207-A (Cook United)

RECEIVED
FROM:

S

\!.I

PLITICA FOR VARIANCE

" 127H DISTRICY . _
-TONING: Petiton f¢ Yanance =@ 0
URATION: Northwrest comer of Wese e &
Lyt Road BN
GATE & TIME: Thuriox, March 25, 1962,
930 AM. ;

‘Buidng 11 W Chespese foerwe, -

AR that parcdl of land i the Twelith
Detnct of Baftwmore County, .

locsted 2t 3 podt on the northwest
tomer of Wree Aenue and Lynch float and
rurming westerly slorg the nomn sce ol
Wie Aenue 640 moe or le thencs
leawng the north sde of Wise Avenue ang
runng acrth 1P 10° 417 east 535 mave
o less o the south side of Eddiyrch Drve.,
thewe nnmng easterly 30 more o less,
thence feanng e wuth side of Edatmch
Orve and nenmng South 9 117 45" weet
S more or less. Tene south BY CF
1T east 235 more o les o the wesi sie
dLmMﬂmxrmmm
Lynch Rond 640° more or less 1o the place
of beqaning .
Being the property of Cook United, Inc,
a shown o0 plat pian fied with the Zoning
Department

Heanng Date: Thurssy. March 75, 1982
WX AM '

Public egring Room 108, County (ff-e
Butdng. 11 W Chetapegle Awmpe,
Towson, Manand. - - - -

T T Y ORDER OF

WILAM E W OMD ¢
- ZDNING COMMISSIONER
JF BALTIMORE COUNTY

ORI

vk

s w Y,

OF PUBLICATION

OFFICE OF

Dundalk Eagle

38 N. Dundalk Ave.

Dundalk, Md. 21222 March 5, 1982

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement of

Williem py.pmona
y zoning coprissic A
in matter of petition of Cook uu?ﬁi,Bﬁg? Cheary

was inserted in The Dundalk Eagle * a weekly news-

paper published in Baltimore County, Maryland, once awweek
O e e — 0 S awa0k s before the

Sth day of }&o i that isdo say,
the same was inserted in the issued of

March 5,1982

March,

Kimbel Publication, Inec.
. Publisher.
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